On July 15, 1987, in a conference call between Counsel for
both Parties and the undersigned, Counsel were ordered to submit
evidence as to the proper amount of attorney fees to be awarded,
Complainant filed a statement on July 15, 1987.  On August 3,
1987, Respondent filed a supplement response to Complainant's
request 'for attorney fees.  No response was filed by Complainant,

Discussion

I.  Reinstatement

Complainant has requested reinstatement, and I find that the
Complainant should be reinstated to his former position at Bow
Valley Coal Resources, Inc.

II.  Back pay

In its response to Complainant's request for back pay.
Respondent argues that the latter failed to make a diligent
reasonable effort to find new employment.  In this connection,
Respondent relies on the deposition of Mary Carroll Burnett, a
vocational rehabilitation counselor and vocational consultant,
who analyzed Complainant's work skills and concluded that he is
an excellent candidate for seeking and obtaining employment. She
further indicated if a person is truly motivated to obtain work
such a person will make a daily effort to seek employment.  The
Complainant in his deposition indicated that he has searched for
employment at least twice a week.  Further, in his deposition, as
quoted by Respondent on pages two to four of its response to
Complainant's request for back pay, the Complainant has detailed
some of the sources that he contacted and the frequency with
which he contacted them.  According to his deposition, in
addition to taking two test for Toyota, he applied to nine mines
and followed up with these applications at three mines.  Thus, I
find that the Complainant did make a reasonable effort to obtain
employment.

Respondent also argues that the award to Complainant for
back pay should be reduced by the unemployment benefits he
received during the period of unemployment, in order to-avoid
unjust enrichment.  I reject Respondent's argument and conclude
that the Respondent's obligation to make the Complainant whole as
the result of the former's acts of discrimination, in violation
of Section 105 (c) of the Act, should not be reduced by the amount
of the Complainant's unemployment benefits.  To do so would
create a windfall to the Respondent.  See Boitch v. FMSHRC and
Meal, 704 F. 2d 275 (6th Cir. 1983); NLRB v. Marshal Field and,
Company, 318 U.S. 253, 255 (1943); NLRB v. Guilett Gin Company,
340 U.S. 361, 369 (1951).

1470nt filed a Motion for Reconsideration.  On July 2, 1987,
